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THE CERTAINTY AND IMPORTANCE OF THE
BODILY RESURRECTION OF JESUS
CHRIST FROM THE DEAD
BY REV. R. A. TORREY, D.D.
(Copyrighted by R. A. Torrey in Great Britain and America
and published herewith by permission.)

The resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead is the corner-stone
of Christian doctrine. It is mentioned directly one hundred and four
or more times in the New Testament. It was the most prominent and
cardinal point in the apostolic testimony. When the apostolic com
pany, after the apostasy of Judas Iscariot, felt it necessary to complete
their number again by the addition of one to take the place of
Judas Iscariot, it was in order that he might "be a witness with us of
His resurrection" ( Acts 1:21, 22) . The resurrection of Jesus Christ
was the one point that Peter emphasized in his great sermon on the
Day of Pentecost. His whole sermon centered in that fact. Its key
note was, "This Jesus hath God raised up, whereof we all are wit
nesses" (Acts 2:32, cf. vs. 24-31 ). When the Apostles were filled
again with the Holy Spirit some days later, the one central result was
that "with great power gave the Apostles witness of the resurrection
of the Lord Jesus." The central doctrine that the Apostle Paul
preached to the Epicurean and Stoic philosophers on Mars Hill was
Jesus and the resurrection. ( Acts 17:18, cf. Acts 23:6; 1 Cor. 15:15.)
The resurrection of Jesus Christ is one of the two fundamental truths
of the Gospel. the other being His atoning death. Paul says in 1 Cor.
15:1, 3, 4, "Moreover, brethren, I declare unto you the Gospel which
I preached unto you, which also ye have received, and wherein ye
stand; For I delivered unto you first of all that which I also received,
how that Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures; And
that He was buried, and that He rose again the third day according
to the Scriptures." This was the glad tidings, first, that Christ died
for our sins and made atonement; and second, that He rose again. The

crucifixion loses its meaning without the resurrection. Without the
resurrection, the death of Christ was only the heroic death of a noble
martyr. With the resurrection, it is the atoning death of the Son of
God. It shows that death to be of sufficient value to cover all our sins,
for it was the sacrifice of the Son of God. In it we have an all-sufficient
ground for knowing that the blackest sin is atoned for. Disprove the
resurrection of Jesus Christ and Christian faith is vain. "If Christ be
not risen," cries Paul. "then is our preaching vain and your faith is
also vain" ( 1 Cor. 15:14). And later he adds, "If Christ be not risen,
your faith is vain. You are yet in your sins." Paul, as the context
clearly shows, is talking about the bodily resurrection of Jesus Christ.
The doctrine of the resurrection of Jesus Christ is the one doctrine
that has power to save any one who believes it with the heart. As
we read in Rom. 10:9, "If thou shalt confess with thy mouth the Lord
Jesus, and shalt believe in thine heart that God hath raised Him from
the dead, thou shalt be saved." To know the power of Christ's resur
rection is one of the highest ambitions of the intelligent believer, to
attain which he sacrifices all things and counts them but refuse ( Phil.
3:8-10 R. V.).
While the literal bodily resurrection of Jesus Christ is the corner
stone of Christian doctrine, it is also the Gibraltar of Christian evi
dence, and the Waterloo of infidelity and rationalism. If the Scrip
tural assertions of Christ's resurrection can be established as historic
certainties, the claims and doctrines of Christianity rest upon an im
pregnable foundation. On the other hand, if the resurrection of Jesus
Christ from the dead cannot be established, Christianity must go. It
was a true instinct that led a leading and brilliant agnostic in England
to say, that there is no use wasting time discussing the other miracles.
The essential question is, Did Jesus Christ rise from the dead? adding,
that if He did, it was easy enough to believe the other miracles; but,
if not, the other miracles must go.
Are the statements contained in the four Gospels regarding the
resurrection of Jesus Christ statements of fact or are they fiction,
fables, myths? There are three separate lines of proof that the state
ments
contained in the four Gospels regarding the resurrection of
Jesus Christ are exact statements of historic fact.

I. THE EXTERNAL EVIDENCE OF THE AUTHENTICITY
AND TRUTHFULNESS OF THE GOSPEL NARRATIVES
This is an altogether satisfactory argument. The external proofs
of the authenticity and truthfulness of the Gospel narratives are over
whelming, but the argument is long and intricate and it would take a
volume to discuss it satisfactorily. The other arguments are so com
pletely sufficient and overwhelming and convincing to a candid mind
that we can do without this, good as it is in its place.

The next argument is from-

II. THE INTERNAL PROOFS OF THE TRUTHFULNESS
OF THE GOSPEL RECORDS
This argument is thoroughly conclusive, and we shall state it
briefly in the pages which follow. We shall not assume anything
whatever. We shall not assume that the four Gospel records are true
history; we shall not assume that the four Gospels were written by
the men whose names they bear, though it could be easily proven that
they were; we shall not even assume that they were written in the century in which Jesus is alleged to have lived and died and risen again,
nor in the next century, nor in the next. We will assume absolutely
nothing. We will start out with a fact which we all know to be a fact,
namely, that we have the four Gospels today, whoever wrote them and
whenever they were written. We shall place these four Gospels side
by side, and see if we can discern in them the marks of truth or of
fiction.
1. The first thing that strikes us as we compare these Gospels one
with another is that they are four separate and independent accounts.
This appears plainly from the apparent discrepancies in the four different accounts. These apparent discrepancies are marked and many.
It would have been impossible for these four accounts to have been
made up in collusion with one another, or to have been derived from
one another and so many and so marked discrepancies to be found in
them. There is harmony between the four accounts, but the harmony
does not lie upon the surface; it comes out only by protracted and
thorough study. It is precisely such a harmony as would exist between
accounts written or related by several different persons, each looking
at the events recorded from his own standpoint. It is precisely such a
harmony as w ould not exist in four accounts manufactured in collusion, or derived one from the other. In four accounts manufactured in
collusion, whatever of harmony there might be would appear on the
surface. Whatever discrepancy there might be would only come out by
minute and careful study. But with the four Gospels the case is just
the opposite. Harmony comes out by minute and careful study, and
the apparent discrepancy lies upon the surface. Whether true or false,
these four accounts are separate and independent from one another.
( The four accounts also supplement one another, the third account
sometimes reconciling apparent discrepancies between two.)*
These accounts must be either a record of facts that actually
occurred or else fictions. If fictions, they must have been fabricated in
one of two ways-either independently of one another, or in collusion
with one another. They cannot have been fabricated independently
of one another; the agreements are too marked and too many. It is
absolutely incredible that four persons sitting down to write an ac* [BY an examination of the Gospel narrativesof the resurrection of Christ, the reader can verify these
observations for himself. As was indicated in the Foreword, portions of the Gospel texts have been printed in
the Appendix at the end of this article for the convenience of the reader.]

count of what never occurred independently of one another should
have made their stories agree to the extent that these do. On the other
hand, they cannot have been made up, as we have already seen, in
collusion with one another; the apparent discrepancies are too numer
ous and too noticeable. It is proven they were not made up inde
pendently of one another; it is proven they were not made up in col
lusion with one another, so we are driven to the conclusion that they
were not made up at all, that they are a true relation of facts as they
actually occurred. We might rest the argument here and reasonably
call the case settled, but we will go on still further:
2. The next thing we notice is that each of these accounts bears
striking indications of having been derived from eye witnesses.
The account of an eye witness is readily distinguishable from the
account of one who is merely retailing what others have told him.
Any one who is accustomed to weigh evidence in court or in historical
study soon learns how to distinguish the report of an eye witness from
mere hearsay evidence. Any careful student of the Gospel records of
the resurrection will readily detect many marks of the eye witness.
Some years ago when lecturing at an American university, a gentle
man was introduced to me as being a skeptic. I asked him, "What line
of study are you pursuing?" He replied that he was pursuing a post
graduate course in history with a view to a professorship in history.
I said, "Then you know that the account of an eye witness differs in
marked respects from the account of one who is simply telling what he
has heard from others?" "Yes," he replied. I next asked, "Have you
carefully read the four Gospel accounts of the resurrection of Christ?"
He replied, "I have." "Tell me, have you not noticed clear indications
that they were derived from eye witnesses?" "Yes," he replied, "I
have been greatly struck by this in reading the accounts." Any one
who carefully and intelligently reads them will be struck with the
same fact.
3. The third thing that we notice about these Gospel narratives is
their naturalness, straightforwardness, artlessness and simplicity.
The accounts, it is true, have to do with the supernatural, but the
accounts themselves are most natural. There is a remarkable absence
of all attempt at coloring and effect. There is nothing but the simple,
straightforward telling of facts as they actually occurred. It fre
quently happens that when a witness is on the witness stand, the story
he tells is so artless, so straightforward, so natural, there is such an en
tire absence of any attempt at coloring or effect that his testimony
bears weight independently of anything we may know of the char
acter or previous history of the witness. As we listen to his story, we
say to ourselves, "This man is telling the truth." The weight of this
kind of evidence is greatly increased and reaches practical certainty
when we have several independent witnesses of this sort, all bearing

testimony to the same essential facts, but with varieties of detail, one
omitting what another tells, and the third unconsciously reconciling
apparent discrepancies between the two. This is the precise case with
the four Gospel narratives of the resurrection of Christ. The Gospel
writers do not seem to have reflected at all upon the meaning or bear
ing of many of the facts which they relate. They simply tell right out
what they saw in all simplicity and straightforwardness, leaving the
philosophizing to others. Dr. William Furness, the great Unitarian
scholar and critic, who certainly was not over-much disposed in favor
of the supernatural, says, "Nothing can exceed in artlessness and
simplicity the four accounts of the first appearance of Jesus after His
crucifixion. If these qualities are not discernible here, we must despair
of ever being able to discern them anywhere."
Suppose we should find four accounts of the battle of Monmouth.
Suppose, furthermore, that nothing decisive was known as to the
authorship of these four accounts, but, when we laid them side by side,
we found that they were manifestly independent accounts. We found,
furthermore, striking indications that they were from eye witnesses.
We found them all marked by that artlessness, straightforwardness
and simplicity that always carries conviction; we found that, while
apparently disagreeing in minor details, they agreed substantially in
their account of the battle-even though we had no knowledge of the
authorship or date of these accounts, would we not, in the absence of
any other accounts, say, "Here is a true account of the battle of Mon
mouth?" Now this is exactly the case with the four Gospel narra
tives. Manifestly separate and independent from one another, bearing
the clear marks of having been derived from eye witnesses, char
acterized by an unparalleled artlessness, simplicity and straightfor
wardness, apparently disagreeing in minor details, but in perfect
agreement as to the great central facts related. If we are fair and
honest, if we follow the canons of evidence followed in court, if we
follow any sound and sane law of literary and historical criticism, are
we not logically driven to say, "Here is a true account of the resur
rection of Jesus." Here again we might rest our case and call the
resurrection of Jesus from the dead proven, but we go on still further:
4. The next thing we notice is the unintentional evidence of words,
phrases, and accidental details.
It oftentimes happens that when a witness is on the stand, the un
intentional evidence that he bears by words and phrases which he
uses, and by accidental details which he introduces, is more convincing
than his direct testimony, because it is not the testimony of the witness,
but a testimony of the truth to itself. The Gospel accounts abound in
evidence of this sort.
Take, as the first instance, the fact that in all the Gospel records
of the resurrection, we are given to understand that Jesus was not at

first recognized by His disciples when He appeared to them after His
resurrection, e.g., Luke 24:16; John 21:4. We are not told why this
was so, but if we will think awhile over it, we will soon discover why
it was so. But the Gospel narratives simply record the fact without
attempting to explain it. If the stories were fictitious, they certainly
would never have been made up in this way, for the writer would have
seen at once the objection that would arise in the minds of those who
did not wish to believe in His resurrection, that is, that it was not
really Jesus whom the disciples saw. Why, then, is the story told in
this way? For the self-evident reason that the evangelists were not
making up a story for effect, but simply recording events precisely as
they occurred. This is the way in which it occurred, therefore this is
the way in which they told it. It is not a fabrication of imaginary in
cidents, but an exact record of facts carefully observed and accurately
recorded.
Take a second instance: In all the Gospel records of the appear
ances of Jesus after His resurrection, there is not a single recorded
appearance to an enemy or opponent of Christ. All His appearances
were to those who were already believers. Why this was so we can
easily see by a little thought, but nowhere in the Gospels are we told
why it was so. If the stories had been fabricated, they certainly would
never have been made up in this way. If the Gospels were, as some
would have us believe, fabrications constructed one hundred, two
hundred, or three hundred years after the alleged events recorded,
when all the actors were dead and gone and no one could gainsay any
lies told, Jesus would have been represented as appearing to Caiaphas,
and Annas, and Pilate, and Herod, and confounding them by His re
appearance from the dead. But there is no suggestion even of any
thing of this kind in the Gospel stories. Every appearance is to one
who is already a believer. Why is this so? For the self-evident reason
that this was the way that things occurred, and the Gospel narratives
are not concerned with producing a story for effect, but simply with
recording events precisely as they occurred and as they were observed.
We find still another instance in the fact that the recorded appear
ances of Jesus after His resurrection were only occasional. He would
appear in the midst of His disciples and disappear, and not be seen
again perhaps for several days. Why this was so, we can easily think
out for ourselves-He was evidently seeking to wean His disciples
from their old-time communion with Him in the body, and to prepare
them for the communion with Himself in the Spirit that was to follow
in the days that were to come. We are not, however, told this in the
Gospel narratives. We are left to discover it for ourselves, and this
is all the more significant for that reason. It is doubtful if the disciples
themselves realized the meaning of the facts. If they had been making
up the story to produce effect, they would have represented Jesus as
being with them constantly, as living with them, eating and drinking

with them, day after day. Why then is the story told as recorded in
the four Gospels? Because this is the way in which it had all occurred.
The Gospel writers are simply concerned with giving the exact representation of the facts as witnessed by themselves and others.
We find another very striking instance in what is recorded concerning the words of Jesus to Mary at their first meeting. (John
20:17). Jesus is recorded as saying to Mary, "Touch Me not, for I
am not yet ascended to My Father." We are not told why Jesus said
this to Mary. We are left to discover the reason for it, if we can, and
the commentators have had a great deal of trouble in discovering it.
Their explanations vary widely one from another. I have a reason of
my own which I have never seen in any commentary, but which I am
persuaded is the true reason, but it would probably be difficult to persuade others that it was the true reason. Why then is this little utterance of Jesus put in the Gospel record without a word of explanation,
and which it has taken eighteen centuries to explain, and which is not
altogether satisfactorily explained yet? Certainly a writer making up
a story would not put in a little detail like that without apparent meaning and without an attempt at an explanation of it. Stories that are
made up are made up for a purpose; details that are inserted are
inserted for a purpose, a purpose more or less evident, but eighteen
centuries of study have not been able to find out the purpose why this
was inserted. Why then do we find it here? Because this is exactly
what happened. This is what Jesus said; this is what Mary heard
Jesus say; this is what Mary told, and therefore this is what John
recorded. We cannot have a fiction here, but an accurate record of
words spoken by Jesus after His resurrection.
We find still another instance in John 20:4-6: "So they ran both
together; and the other disciple did outrun Peter, and came first to the
sepulchre. And he, stooping down and looking in, saw the linen
clothes lying; yet went he not in. Then cometh Simon Peter following
him, and went into the sepulchre, and seeth the linen clothes lie."
This is all in striking keeping with what we know of the men from
other sources. Mary, returning hurriedly from the tomb, bursts in
upon the two disciples and cries, "They have taken away the Lord out
of the sepulchre, and we know not where they have laid Him." John
and Peter sprang to their feet and ran at the top of their speed to the
tomb. John, the younger of the two disciples (it is all the more striking that the narrative does not tell us here that he was the younger of
the two disciples), was fleeter of foot and outran Peter and reached
the tomb first, but man of retiring and reverent disposition that he
was (we are not told this here but we know it from a study of his personality as revealed elsewhere) he did not enter the tomb, but simply
stooped down and looked in. Impetuous but older Peter comes lumbering on behind as fast as he can, but when once he reaches the tomb, he
never waits a moment outside but plunges headlong in. Is this made

up, or, is it life? He was indeed a literary artist of consummate ability
who had the skill to make this up if it did not occur just so. There is
incidentally a touch of local coloring in the report. When one visits
today the tomb which scholars now accept as the real burial place of
Jesus, he will find himself unconsciously obliged to stoop down in
order to look in.
Still another instance is found in John 21:7: "Therefore, that
disciple whom Jesus loved saith to Peter, It is the Lord. Now when
Simon Peter heard that it was the Lord, he girt his fisher's coat unto
him, ( for he was naked,) and did cast himself into the sea." Here
again we have the unmistakable marks of truth and life. The Apostles
had gone at Jesus' command into Galilee to meet Him there, but Jesus
does not at once appear. Simon Peter, with the fisherman's passion
still stirring in his bosom says, "I go a-fishing." The others replied,
"We also go with thee." They fished all night, and, with character
istic fishermen's luck, caught nothing. In the early dawn Jesus stands
upon the shore, but the disciples did not recognize Him in the dim
light. Jesus calls to them, " Children, have ye any meat?" And they
answer, "No." He bids them cast the net on the right side of the ship
and they will find. When the cast was made, they were not able to
draw it for the multitude of fishes. In an instant, John, the man of
quick spiritual perception, says, "It is the Lord." No sooner does
Peter, the man of impulsive action, hear it than he grasps his fisher's
coat, casts it about his naked form and throws himself overboard and
strikes out for shore to reach his Lord. Is this made up, or, is it life?
This is not fiction. If some unknown author of the fourth Gospel made
this up, he is the master literary artist of the ages, and we should take
down every other name from our literary pantheon and place him
above them all.
We find a still more touching instance in John 20:15: "Jesus saith
unto her, Woman, why weepest thou? whom seekest thou? She,
supposing Him to be the gardener, saith unto Him, Sir, if thou hast
borne Him hence, tell me where thou hast laid Him, and I will take
Him away." Here is surely a touch that surpasses the art of any man
of that day or any other day. Mary had gone into the city and
notified John and Peter that she had found the sepulchre empty. They
start on a run for the sepulchre. As Mary has already made the
journey twice, they easily far outstrip her, but with heavy heart and
slow and weary feet, she makes her way back to the tomb. Peter and
John have long gone when she reaches it, broken-hearted, thinking
that not only has her beloved Lord been slain, but that His tomb has
been desecrated. She stands without weeping. There are two angels
sitting in the tomb, one at the head and the other at the feet where
the body of Jesus had lain. But the grief-stricken woman has no eye
for angels. They say unto her, "Woman, why weepest thou?" She
replies, "Becausethey have taken away my Lord, and I know not

where they have laid Him." A rustle in the leaves at her back and she
turns around to see who is coming. She sees Jesus standing there,
but, blinded by tears and despair, she does not recognize her Lord.
Jesus also says to her, "Why weepest thou? Whom seekest thou?"
She, supposing it to be the gardener who is talking to her, says, "Sir,
if thou hast borne Him hence, tell me where thou hast laid Him and
I will take Him away." Now remember who it is that makes the offer,
and what she offers to do; a weak woman offers to carry a full grown
man away. Of course, she could not do it, but how true to a woman's
love that always forgets its weakness and never stops at impossibilities. There is something to be done and she says, "I will do it,"
"Tell me where thou hast laid Him, and I will take Him away." Is
this made up? Never! This is life; this is reality; this is truth.
We find another instance in Mark 16:7: "But go your way, tell
His disciples and Peter that He goeth before you into Galilee: there
shall ye see Him, as He said unto you." What I would have you
notice here are the two words, "and Peter." Why" and Peter?" Was
not Peter one of the disciples? Surely he was, the very head of the
apostolic company. Why then, "and Peter?" No explanation is
given in the text, but reflection shows it was the utterance of love
toward the despondent, despairing disciple who had thrice denied his
Lord. If the message had been simply to the disciples Peter would
have said, "Yes, I was once a disciple, but I can no longer be counted
such. I thrice denied my Lord on that awful night with oaths and
curses. It does not mean me." But our tender compassionate Lord
through His angelic messenger sends the message, "Go tell His
disciples, and whoever you tell, be sure you tell poor, weak, faltering,
backslidden, broken-hearted Peter." Is this made up, or is this a real
picture of our Lord? I pity the man who is so dull that he can imagine
this is fiction. Incidentally let it be noted that this is recorded only in
the Gospel of Mark, which, as is well known, is Peter's Gospel. As
Peter dictated to Mark one day what he should record, with tearful
eyes and grateful heart he would turn to him and say, "Mark, be sure
you put that in, 'Tell His disciples and Peter.'"
Take still another instance in John 20:27-29: "Then saith He to
Thomas, Reach hither thy finger, and behold My hands; and reach
hither thy hand, and thrust it into My side; and be not faithless but
believing. And Thomas answered and said unto Him, My Lord and
my God. Jesus saith unto him, Thomas, because thou hast seen Me,
thou hast believed: blessed are they that have not seen, and yet have
believed." Note here two things; the action of Thomas and the rebuke
of Jesus. Each is too characteristic to be attributed to the art of some
master of fiction. Thomas had not been with the disciples at the first
appearance of our Lord. A week had passed by. Another Lord's Day
had come. This time Thomas makes sure of being present; if the
Lord is to appear, he will be there. If he had been like some of our
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modern doubters, he would have taken pains to be away, but, doubter
though he was, he was an honest doubter and wanted to know. Sud
denly Jesus stands in the midst. He says to Thomas, "Reach hither
thy finger, and behold My hands, and reach thither thy hand, and
thrust it into My side: and be not faithless but believing." At last
Thomas' eyes are opened. His faith long dammed back bursts every
barrier and sweeping onward carries Thomas to a higher height than
any other disciple had as yet reached-exultingly and adoringly he
cries, as he looks up into the face of Jesus, "My Lord and my God!"
Then Jesus tenderly, but searchingly, rebukes him. "Thomas," He
says, "because thou hast seen Me, thou hast believed. Blessed are
they [who are so eager to find and so quick to see, and so ready to
accept the truth, that they do not wait for actual visible demonstration
but are ready to take truth on sufficient testimony] that have not seen
and yet have believed." Is this made up, or is this life? Is it a record
of facts as they occurred, or a fictitious production of some master
artist?
Take still another instance: in John 21:15-17 we read: "So when
they had dined, Jesus saith to Simon Peter, Simon, son of Jonas, lovest
thou Me more than these? He saith unto Him, Yea, Lord; Thou
knowest that I love Thee. He saith unto him, Feed My lambs. He
saith to him again the second time, Simon, son of Jonas, lovest thou
Me? He saith unto Him, Yea, Lord, Thou knowest that I love Thee.
He saith unto him, Feed My sheep. He saith unto him the third
time, Simon, son of Jonas, lovest thou Me? Peter was grieved because
He said unto him the third time, Lovest thou Me? And he said unto
Him, Lord, Thou knowest all things; Thou knowest that I love Thee.
Jesus saith unto him, Feed My sheep." Note especially here the
words, "Peter was grieved because He said unto him the third time,
Lovest thou Me?" Why did Jesus ask Peter three times, "Lovest thou
Me?" And why was Peter grieved because Jesus did ask him three
times? We are not told in the text, but, if we read it in the light of
Peter's thrice repeated denial of his Lord, we will understand it. As
Peter had denied his Lord thrice, Jesus three times gave Peter an
opportunity to reassert his love. But this, tender as it was, brings back
to Peter that awful night when in the courtyard of Annas and
Caiaphas, he thrice denied his Lord, and "Peter was grieved because
He said unto him the third time, Lovest thou Me?" Is this made up?
Did the writer make it up with this fact in view? If he did, he surely
would have mentioned it. It cannot have been made up. It is not
fiction. It is simply reporting what actually occurred. The accurate
truthfulness of the record comes out even more strikingly in the
Greek than in the English version. Two different words are used for
"love." Jesus, in asking Peter, "Lovest thou Me?" uses a strong word
denoting the higher form of love. Peter, replying, "Lord, Thou
knowest that I love Thee," uses a weaker word, but one denoting a
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more tender form of love. Jesus, the second time uses the stronger
word, and the second time in his reply Peter uses the weaker word.
In His third question, Jesus comes down to Peter's level and uses the
weaker word that Peter had used from the beginning. Then Peter
replies, "Lord, Thou knowest all things, Thou knowest that I love
Thee," using the same weaker word. This cannot be fiction. It is
accurately reported fact.
Take still another instance: In John 20:16 we read, "Jesus saith
unto her, Mary. She turned herself and saith unto Him, Rabboni;
which is to say, Master." What a delicate touch of nature we have
here! Mary is standing outside the tomb overcome with grief. She
has not recognized her Lord, though He has spoken to her. She has
mistaken Him for the gardener. She has said, "Sir, if thou hast borne
Him hence, tell me where thou hast laid Him, and I will take Him
away." Then Jesus utters just one word. He says, "Mary." As that
name came trembling on the morning air, uttered with the old familiar
tone, spoken as no one else had ever spoken it but He, in an instant
her eyes were opened. She falls at His feet and tries to clasp them,
and looks up into His face, and cries, "Rabboni, my Master." Is this
made up? Impossible! This is life. This is Jesus, and this is the
woman who loved Him. No unknown author of the second, third, or
fourth century, could have produced such a masterpiece as this. We
stand here unquestionably face to face with reality, with life, with
Jesus and Mary as they actually were.
One more important illustration: In John 20:7 we read, "And the
napkin, that was about His head, not lying with the linen clothes, but
wrapped together in a place by itself." How strange that such a little
detail as this should be added to the story with absolutely no attempt
at explaining. But how deeply significant this little unexplained detail
is. Recall the circumstances. Jesus is dead. For three days and three
nights his body is ly ing cold and silent in the sepulchre, as truly dead
as any body was ever dead, but at last the appointed hour has come,
the breath of God sweeps through the sleeping and silent clay, and
in that supreme moment of His own earthly life, that supreme moment
of human history, when Jesus rises triumphant over death and grave
and Satan, there is no excitement upon His part, but with that same
majestic self-composure and serenity that marked His whole career,
that same D ivine calm that He displayed upon storm-tossed Galilee,
when His affrighted disciples shook Him from His slumbers and said,
"Lord, carest Thou not that we perish?" and He arose serenely on the
deck of the tossing vessel a nd said to the wild, tempestuous waves and
winds, "Be still," and there was a great calm: so now again in this sub
lime, this awful moment, He does not excitedly tear the napkin from
His face and fling it aside, but absolutely without human haste or
flurry, or disorder, He unties it calmly from His head, rolls it up and
lays it away in an orderly manner in a place by itself. Was that made
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up? Never! We do not behold here an exquisite masterpiece of the
romancer's art; we read here the simple narrative of a matchless detail
in a unique life that was actually lived here upon earth, a life so
beautiful that one cannot read it with an honest and open mind with
out feeling the tears coming into his eyes.
But some one will say, all these are little things. True, and it is
from that very fact that they gain much of their significance. It is
just in such little things that fiction would disclose itself. Fiction dis
plays itself different from fact in the minute; in the great outstanding
outlines you can make fiction look like truth, but when you come to
examine itminutely and microsopically, you will soon detect that it is
not reality but fabrication. But the more microscopically we examine
the Gospel narratives, the more we become impressed with their truth
fulness. There is an artlessness and naturalness and self-evident
truthfulness in the narratives, down to the minutest detail, that sur
passes all the possibilities of art.
The third line of proof that the statements contained in the four
Gospels regarding the resurrection of Jesus Christ are exact state
ments of historic fact, is
III. THE CIRCUMSTANTIAL EVIDENCE FOR THE
RESURRECTION OF CHRIST
There are certain proven and admitted facts that demand the
resurrection of Christ to account for them.
1. Beyond a question, the foundation truth preached in the early
years of the Church's history was the resurrection. This was the
one doctrine upon which the Apostles were ever ringing the changes.
Whether Jesus did actually rise from the dead or not, it is certain that
the one thing that the Apostles constantly proclaimed was that He
had risen. Why should the Apostles use this as the very corner-stone
of their creed, if not well attested and firmly believed?
But this is not all: They laid down their lives for this doctrine.
Men never lay down their lives for a doctrine which they do not
firmly believe. They stated that they had seen Jesus after His resur
rection, and rather than give up their statement, they laid down their
lives for it. Of course, men may die for error and often have, but it
was for error that they firmly believed. In this case they would have
known whether they had seen Jesus or not, and they would not
merely have been dying for error but dying for a statement which
they knew to be false. This is not only incredible but impossible.
Furthermore, if the Apostles really firmly believed, as is admitted,
that Jesus rose from the dead, they had some facts upon which they
founded their belief. These would have been the facts that they would
have related in recounting the story. They certainly would not have
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made up a story out of imaginary incidents when they had real facts
upon which they founded their belief. But if the facts were as re
counted in the Gospels, there is no possible escaping the conclusion
that Jesus actually arose. Still further, if Jesus had not arisen, there
would have been evidence that He had not. His enemies would have
sought and found this evidence, but the Apostles went up and down
the very city where He had been crucifled and proclaimed right to
the faces of His slayers that He had been raised and no one could
produce evidence to the contrary. The very best they could do was to
say the guards went to sleep and the disciples stole the body while
the guards slept. Men who bear evidence of what happens while they
are asleep are not usually regarded as credible witnesses. Further
still, if the Apostles had stolen the body, they would have known it
themselves and would not have been ready to die for what they knew
to be a fraud.
2. Another known fact is the change in the day of rest. The early
church came from among the Jews. From time immemorial the Jews
had celebrated the seventh day of the week as their day of rest and
worship, but we find the early Christians in the Acts of the Apostles,
and also in early Christian writings, assembling on the flrst day of
the week. Nothing is more difficult of accomplishment than the change
in a holy day that has been celebrated for centuries and is one of the
most cherished customs of the people. What is especially significant
about the change is that it was changed by no express decree but by
general consent. Something tremendous must have occurred that led
to this change. The Apostles asserted that what had occurred on that
day was the resurrection of Christ from the dead, and that is the
most rational explanation. In fact it is the only reasonable explanation
of the change.
3. But the most signiflcant fact of all is the change in the disciples
themselves, the moral transformation. At the time of the crucifixion
of Christ, we find the whole apostolic company filled with blank and
utter despair. We see Peter, the leader of the apostolic company,
denying his Lord three times with oaths and cursings, but a few days
later we see this same man, filled with a courage that nothing could
shake. We see him standing before the council that had condemned
Jesus to death and saying to them, "Be it known unto you all, and to
all the people of Israel, that by the name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth,
whom ye crucified, whom God raised from the dead, even by Him doth
this ma n stand here before you whole" ( Acts 4:10). A little further
on when commanded by the council not to speak at all nor teach in
the name of Jesus, we hear Peter and John answering, "Whether it be
right in the sight of God to hearken unto you more than unto God,
judge ye. For we cannot but speak the things which we have seen and
heard" (Acts 4:19, 20). A little later still after arrest and imprison
ment, in peril of death, when sternly arraigned by the council, we hear

Peter and the Apostles answering their demand that they should be
silent regarding Jesus, with the words, "We ought to obey God rather
than man. The God of our fathers raised up Jesus whom ye slew and
hanged on a tree. Him hath God exalted with His right hand to be a
Prince and a Saviour, for to give repentance to Israel, and forgiveness
of sins. And we are His witnesses of these things" (Acts 5:29-32).
Something tremendous must have occurred to account for such a
radical and astounding moral transformation as this. Nothing short of
the fact of the resurrection and of their having seen the risen Lord
will explain it.
These unquestionable facts are so impressive and so conclusive
that even infidel and Jewish scholars now admit that the Apostles
believed that Jesus rose from the dead. Even Ferdinand Baur, father
of the Tubigen School, admitted this. Even David Strauss, who wrote
the most masterly "Life of Jesus" from the rationalistic standpoint that
was ever written, said, "Only this much need be acknowledged that
the Apostles firmly believed that Jesus had arisen." Strauss evidently
did not wish to admit any more than he had to but he felt compelled to
admit this much. Schenkel went even further and said, "It is an
indisputable fact that in the early morning of the first day of the week
following the crucifixion, the grave of Jesus was found empty. It is
a second fact that the disciples and other members of the apostolic
communion were convinced that Jesus was seen after the crucifixion."
These admissions are fatal to the rationalists who make them. The
question at once arises, "Whence these convictions and belief?" Renan
attempted an answer by saying that "the passion of a hallucinated
woman (Mary) gives to the world a resurrected God." (Renan's
"Life of Jesus," page 357.) By this, Renan means that Mary was in
love with Jesus; that after His crucifixion, brooding over it, in the
passion of her love, she dreamed herself into a condition where she
had a hallucination that she had seen Jesus risen from the dead. She
reported her dream as a fact, and thus the passion of a hallucinated
woman gave to the world a resurrected God. But the reply to all this
is self-evident, namely, the passion of a hallucinated woman was not
competent to this task. Remember the make-up of the apostolic com
pany; in the apostolic company were a Matthew and a Thomas to be
convinced, outside was a Saul of Tarsus to be converted. The passion
of a hallucinated woman will not convince a stubborn unbeliever like
Thomas, nor a Jewish tax-gatherer like Matthew. Whoever heard
of a tax-gatherer, and most of all a Jewish tax-gatherer, who could
be imposed upon by the passion of a hallucinated woman? Neither
will the passion of a hallucinated woman convince a fierce and con
scientious enemy like Saul of Tarsus. We must look for some saner
explanation than this. Strauss tried to account for it by inquiring
whether the appearance might not have been visionary. Strauss has
had, and still has, many followers in this theory. But to this we reply,
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first of all, there was no subjective starting point for such visions.
The Apostles, so far from expecting to see the Lord, would scarcely
believe their own eyes when they did see Him. Furthermore, whoever
heard of eleven men having the same vision at the same time, to say
nothing of five hundred men ( 1 Cor. 15:6) having the same vision at
the same time. Strauss demands of us that we give up one reasonable
miracle and substitute five hundred impossible miracles in its place.
Nothing can surpass the credulity of unbelief.
The third attempt at an explanation is that Jesus was not really
dead when they took Him from the cross, that His friends worked
over Him and brought Him back to life, and what was supposed to be
the appearance of the raised Lord was the appearance of one who
never had been really dead and was now merely resuscitated. This
theory of Paulus has been brought forward and revamped by various
rationalistic writers in our own time and seems to be a favorite theory
of those who today would deny the reality of our Lord's resurrection.
To sustain this view, appeal has been made to the short time Jesus
hung upon the cross and to the fact that history tells us of one in the
time of Josephus taken down from the cross and nursed back to life.
But to this we answer: (1). Remember the events preceding the
crucifixion; the agony in the garden of Gethsemane; the awful ordeal
of the four trials; the scourging and the consequent physical condition
in which all this left Jesus. Remember too the water and the blood
that poured from His pierced side. (2). In the second place, we reply,
His enemies would have taken, and did take, all necessary precautions
against such a thing as this happening. (John 19:34.) (3). We
reply, in the third place, if Jesus had been merely resuscitated, He
would have been so weak, such an utter physical wreck, that His reappearance would have been measured at its real value., and the
moral transformation in the disciples, for which we are trying to
account, would still remain unaccounted for. The officer in the time
of Josephus, who is cited in proof, though brought back to life, was
an utter physical wreck. (4). We reply in the fourth place, if
brought back to life, the Apostles and friends of Jesus, who are the
ones who are supposed to have brought Him back to life, would have
known how they brought Him back to life, and that it was not a case
of resurrection but of resuscitation, and the main fact to be accounted
for, namely, the change in themselves would remain unaccounted for.
The attempted explanation is an explanation that does not explain.
(5). In the fifth place, we reply, that the moral difficulty is the greatest
of all, for if it was really a case of resuscitation, then Jesus tried to
palm Himself off as one risen from the dead, when in reality He was
nothing of the sort. In that case, He would be an arch-impostor, and
the whole Christian system rests on a fraud as its ultimate foundation.
Is it possible to believe that such a system of religion as that of Jesus
Christ, embodying such exalted principles and precepts of truth,
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purity and love, "originated in a deliberately planned fraud"? No one
whose own heart is not cankered by fraud and trickery can believe
Jesus to have been an impostor, and His religion to have been founded
upon fraud. A leader of the rationalistic forces in England has re
cently tried to prove the theory that Jesus was only apparently dead
by a ppealing to the fact that when the side of Jesus was pierced blood
came forth and asks, "Can a dead man bleed?" To this the sufficient
reply is that when a man dies of what is called in popular language,
a broken heart, the blood escapes into the pericardium, and after
standing there for a short time it separates into serum ( the water ) and
clot ( the red corpuscles, blood), and thus if a man were dead, if his
side were pierced by a spear, and the point of the spear entered the
pericardium, "blood and water" would flow out just as the record
states it did, and what is brought forth as a proof that Jesus was not
really dead, is in reality a proof that He was, and an illustration of the
minute accuracy of the story. It could not have been made up in this
way, if it were not actual fact.
We have eliminated all other possible suppositions. We have but
one left, namely, Jesus really was raised from the dead the third day
as recorded in the four Gospels. The desperate straits to which those
who attempt to deny it are driven are themselves proof of the fact.
We have then several independent lines of argument pointing
decisively and conclusively to the resurrection of Christ from the dead.
Some of them taken separately prove the fact, but taken together they
constitute an argument that makes doubt of the resurrection of Christ
impossible to the candid mind. Of course, if one is determined not to
believe, no amount of proof will convince him. Such a man must be
left to his own deliberate choice of error and falsehood: but any man
who really desires to know the truth and is willing to obey it at any
cost must accept the resurrection of Christ as an historically proven
fact.
A brilliant lawyer in New York City some time ago spoke to a
prominent minister of that city asking him if he really believed that
Christ rose from the dead. The minister replied that he did, and
asked the privilege of presenting the proof to the lawyer. The lawyer
took the material offered in proof away and studied it. He returned
to the minister, and said, "I am convinced that Jesus really did rise
from the dead. But," he then added, " I am no nearer being a Chris
tian than I was before. I thought that the difficulty was with my head.
I find that it is really with my heart."
There is really but one weighty objection to the doctrine that
Jesus arose from the dead, and that is, "There is no conclusive evi
dence that any other ever arose." To this a sufficient answer would be,
even if it were certain that no other ever arose, it would not at all
prove that Jesus did not arise, for the life of Jesus was unique, His
nature w as unique, His character was unique, His mission was unique,

His history was unique, and it is not to be wondered at, but rather to
be expected, that the issue of such a life should also be unique. How
ever, all this objection is simply David Hume's exploded argument
against the possibility of the miraculous revamped. According to this
argument, no amount of evidence can prove a miracle, because miracles
are contrary to all experience. But are miracles contrary to all experi
ence? To start out by saying that they are is to beg the very question
at issue. They may be outside of your experience and mine, they may
be outside the experience of this entire generation, but your experi
ence and mine and the experience of this entire generation is not "all
experience." Every student of geology and astronomy knows that
things have occurred in the past which are entirely outside of the
experience of the present generation. Things have occurred within
the last ten years that are entirely outside of the experience of the
fifty years preceding it. True science does not start with an a priori
hypothesis that certain things are impossible, but simply examines the
evidence to find out what has actually occurred. It does not twist its
observed facts to make them accord with a priori theories, but seeks to
make its theories accord with the facts as observed. To say that
miracles are impossible, and that no amount of evidence can prove a
miracle, is to be supremely unscientific. Within the past few years, in
the domain of chemistry for example, discoveries have been made re
garding radium which seemed to run counter to all previous observa
tions regarding chemical elements and to well established chemical
theories. But the scientist has not therefore said that these discoveries
about radium cannot be true; he has rather gone to work to find out
where the trouble was in his previous theories. The observed and
recorded facts in the case before us prove to a demonstration that
Jesus rose from the dead, and true science must accept this conclusion
and conform its theories to this observed fact. The fact of the actual
and literal resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead cannot be denied
by any man who will study the evidence in the case with a candid
desire to find what the fact is, and not merely to support an a priori
theory.
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APPENDIX-EXCERPTS FROM THE GOSPELS
ST. MARK, 15, 16

ST. MATTHEW, 27, 28

57 When the even was come, there came a
rich man of Arimathaea, named Joseph, who
also himself was Jesus' disciple:
58 He went to Pilate, and begged the body
of Jesus. Then Pilate commanded the body
to be delivered.
59 And when Joseph had taken the body,
he wrapped it in a clean linen cloth,
60 And laid it in his own new tomb, which
he had hewn out in the rock: and be rolled
a great stone to the door of the sepulchre,
and departed.
61 And there was Mary Magdalene, and the
other Mary sitting over against the sepulchre.
62 Now the next day, that followed the
day of the preparation, the chief priests and
Pharisees came together unto Pilate,
63 Saying, Sir, we remember that that de
ceiver said, while he was yet alive, After
three days I will rise again.
64 Command therefore that the sepulchre
be made sure until the third day, lest his
disciples come by night, and steal him away,
and say unto the people, He is risen from
the dead: so the last error shall be worse
than the first.
65 Pilate said unto them, Ye have a watch:
go your way, make it as sure as ye can.
66 So they went, and made the sepulchre
sure, sealing the stone, and setting a watch.
1 In the end of the sabbath, as it began to
dawn toward the firstday of the week, came
Mary Magdalene and the other Mary to see
the sepulchre.
2 And, behold, there was a great earth
quake: for the angel of the Lord descended
from heaven, and came and rolled back the
stone from the door, and sat upon it.
3 His countenance was like lightning, and
his raiment white as snow:
4 And for fear of him the keepers did
shake, and became as dead men.
5 And the angel answered and said unto
the women, Fear not ye: for I know that ye
seek Jesus,which was crucified.
6 He is not here: for be is risen, as he said.
Come, see the place where the Lord lay.
7 And go quickly, and tell his disciples that
he is risen from the dead; and, behold, he
goeth before you into Galilcc; there shall ye
see him:
lo, I have told you ...*
*For
an explanation of the order of

eventsin thesefour

42 And now when the even was come, be
cause it was the preparation, that is, the day
before the sabbath,
43 Joseph of Arimathaea, an honorable
counseller, which also waited for the king
dom of God, came, and went in boldly unto
Pilate, and craved the body of Jesus.
44 And Pilate marvelled if he were already
dead: and calling unto him the centurion, he
asked him whether he had been any while
dead.
45 And when he knew it of the centurion,
he gave the body to Joseph.
46 And he bought fine linen, and took him
down, and wrapped him in the linen, and
laid him in a sepulchre which was hewn out
of a rock, and rolled a stone unto the door
of the sepulchre.
47 And Mary Magdalene and Mary the
mother of Joses beheld where he was laid.
1 And when the sabbath was past, Mary
Magdalene, and Mary the mother of James,
and Salome, had bought sweet spices, that
they might come and anoint him.
2 And very early in the morning the first
day of the week, they came unto the sepulchre at the rising of the sun.
3 And they said among themselves, Who
shall roll us away the stone from the door of
the sepulchre?
4 And when they looked, they saw that the
stone was rolled away: for it was very great.
5 And entering into the sepulchre, they saw
a young man sitting on the right side, clothed
in a long white garment; and they were
affrighted.
6 And he saith unto them, Be not af
frighted: Ye seek Jesus of Nazareth, which
was crucified: he is risen; he is not here:
behold the place where they laid him.
7 But go your way, tell his disciples and
Peter that he goeth before you into Galilee:
there shall ye see him, as he said unto you...*

Note: For the sake of brevity and mechanical reasons
only the firstpart of the gospel records of the Resurrection of Christ are printed here.
accounts

see the note on the second

pagefollowing.
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ON THE RESURRECTION OF CHRIST
ST. LUKE, 23, 24

ST. JOHN, 19, 20

50 And, behold, there was a man named
Joseph, a counseller; and he was a good man,
and a just:
51 (The same had not consented to the
counsel and deed of them;) he was of Ari
mathaea, a city of the Jews: who also himself
waited for the kingdom of God.
52 This man went unto Pilate, and begged
the body of Jesus.
53 And he took it down, and wrapped it in
linen, and laid it in a sepulchre that was hewn
in stone, wherein never man before was laid.
54 And that day was the preparation, and
the sabbath drew on.
55 And the women also, which came with
him from Galilee, followed after, and beheld
the sepulchre, and how his body was laid.
56 And they returned, and prepared spices,
and ointments; and rested the sabbath day
according to the commandment.
1 Now upon the first day of the week, very
early in the morning, they came unto the
sepulchre, bringing the spices which they had
prepared, and certain others with them.
2 And they found the stone rolled away
from the sepulchre.
3 And they entered in, and found not the
body of the Lord Jesus.
4 And it came to pass, as they were much
perplexed thereabout, behold, two men stood
by them in shining garments:
5 And as they were afraid, and bowed
down their faces to the earth, they said unto
them, Why seek ye the living among the

38 And after this Joseph of Arimathaea,
being a disciple of Jesus, but secretly for fear
of the Jews, besought Pilate that he might
take away the body of Jesus: and Pilate gave
him leave. He came therefore, and took the
body of Jesus.
39 And there came also Nicodemus, which
at the first came to Jesus by night, and
brought a mixture of myrrh and aloes, about
an hundred pound weight.
40 Then took they the body of Jesus, and
wound it in linen clothes with the spices, as
the manner of the Jews is to bury.
41 Now in the place where he was cruci
fied there was a garden; and in the garden
a new sepulchre, wherein was never man
yet laid.
42 There laid they Jesus therefore because
of the Jews' preparation day; for the sep
ulchre was nigh at hand.
1 The first day of the week cometh Mary
Magdalene early, when it was yet dark, unto
the sepulchre, and seeth the stone taken away
from the sepulchre.
2 Then she runneth, and cometh to Simon
Peter, and to the other disciple, whom Jesus
loved, and saith unto them, They have taken
away the Lord out of the sepulchre, and we
know not where they have laid him.
3 Peter therefore went forth, and that other
disciple, and came to the sepulchre.
4 So they ran both together: and the other
disciple did outrun Peter, and came first to
the sepulchre.
5 And he stooping down, and looking in,
saw the linen clothes lying; yet went he
not in.
6 Then cometh Simon Peter following him,
and went into the sepulchre, and seeth the
linen clothes lie,
7 And the napkin, that was about his head,
not lying with the linen clothes but wrapped
together in a place by itself.
8 Then went in also that other disciple,
which came first to the sepulchre, and he
saw, and believed.
9 For as yet they knew not the scripture,
that he must rise again from the dead.
10 Then the disciples went away again
unto their own home.
11 But Mary stood without at the sepulchre weeping: and as she wept, shestooped
down, and looked into the sepulchre,
12 And seeth two angels in white sitting,
the one at the head, And the other at the feet,
where the body of Jesushad lain ...*

dead?
6 He is not here, but is risen: remember
how he spake unto you when he was yet in
Galilee,
7 Saying, The Son of man must be de
livered into the hands of sinful men, and be
crucified, and the third day rise again.
8 And they remembered his words,
9 And returned from the sepulchre, and
told all these things unto the eleven, and to
all the rest.
10 It was Mary Magdalene, and Joanna,
and Mary the mother of James, and other
women that were with them, which told
these things unto the apostles.
11 And their words seemed to them as idle
tales, and they believed them not.
12 Then arose Peter, and ran unto the
sepulchre; and stooping down, he beheld the
linen clothes laid by themselves, and departed,
wondering in himself at that which was
come topass...*
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[Note: Taking the four accounts of the resurrection of Christ to
gether, it appears that the order of events was as follows: ( 1) Mary
Magdalene, Mary the mother of James, and Salome went to the tomb
while it was yet dark (Matthew 28:1; Mark 16:1; John 20:1).
(2) On coming near the sepulchre and seeing the stone removed, they
supposed that the Body of the Lord had been taken away; and Mary
Magdalene ran to tell Peter and John. (Mark 16:1-4; John 20:1, 2).
(3) The two other women entered the tomb, saw the one angel and
heard the message he delivered (Matthew 28:5-7; Mark 16:5-7).
(4) After they had left, a second party of women (Luke 23:55)
entered the tomb and apparently saw no one until two angels sud
denly appeared to them (Luke 24:1-7). (5) Peter and John visited
the tomb (John 20:3-10). (6) Mary Magdalene followed them and
saw the two angels (John 20:11, 12), and then the risen Christ.
(7) On the same day Christ later appeared to the other Mary and
Salome, then to two on the way to Emmaus, to Simon Peter, and
finally to the eleven. (For more detailed explanations, see the excellent
book The Empty Tomb and the Risen Lord by C.C. Dobson,
Chapters IV and VII.)]
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